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CONGRESSIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY ACT/Views of Hill Job Seekers
SUBJECT: Congressional Accountability Act of 1995 . . . S. 2. Dole motion to table the Leahy amendment No. 11.
ACTION: MOTION TO TABLE AGREED TO, 79-20

SYNOPSIS: Pertinent votes on this legislation include Nos. 2-7, 9-11, and 13-14.
As introduced, S. 2, the Congressional Accountability Act of 1995, will extend 11 civil rights and labor laws t
the Senate, the House of Representatives, and the instrumentalities of Congress.

The Leahy amendmentwould add the following, "No congressional organization affiliated with the Congress, may request th
any current or prospective employee fill out a questionnaire or similar document in which the person's views on organizatiot
policy matters are requested.”

During debate, Senator Dole moved to table the Leahy amendment. The motion to table is not debatable; however, some ¢
preceded the making of the motion. Generally, those favoring the motion to table opposed the amendment; those opposing the
to table favored the amendment.

Those favoringthe motion to table contended:
Argument 1:

We share none of the horror that has been expressed by some Senators at the revelation that a Republican job bank sot
policy views of job applicants who wish to hold jobs on the Hill. Such questioning is legal, ethical, and advisable. Tharse Sen:
who say that no private sector employer could solicit such views are just plain wrong. Political questions are rarelyhasked i
private sector only because they are usually irrelevant--for example, a pilot's opinion on Roe v Wade or welfare refdrimghas no
to do with his ability to fly a plane. For jobs that deal with specific policy issues, though, the views of prospectiveesroplthase
issues are very relevant. Environmental groups, for example, wish to hire dedicated environmentalists, feminist gronagwish t
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feminists, pro-life groups wish to hire pro-lifers, et cetera. To suggest that such a group must hire any competentwidividual
applies regardless of how hostile he or she may be to the goals of the organization is ridiculous. It is even moreaisigdess t

such a policy for Congress. Some more liberal Members during this debate have claimed that they themselves apply such a policy,
but we are very skeptical. We would be very surprised, for example, to hear that they had members of the John BircHtBaciety dra
their bills. Members need to have staff with at least some ideological compatibility. Our colleagues' opinion that pemple are s
enthusiastically dedicated to the idea of working in the democratic process that they will assiduously and loyally werkéntimpl
policies that they vehemently disagree with and abhor is nonsense. People do not enjoy working to destroy everythirdgtirey hold
because they are doing so within the democratic process. A Senate office staffed with people hostile to a Senatofsrgials will

poorly. Under current Federal law, the only place where viewpoint discrimination is illegal is within the nonpolitical taeks of
executive branch. Here, the intent is to avoid corrupting the bureaucratic ranks with the spoils system of government. That
prohibition, of course, is only for career employees--the President has every right, and indeed the responsibility @ voter
elected him, to seek ideologically compatible political appointees to implement his policies. We should not pretendattinae legisl
branch employees are interested only in the efficient administration of government and not at all with working to advasce polic
that they support. Legislative branch employees are usually highly dedicated individuals who wish to work tirelessly fa&a Member
to advance views they hold in common. It is in the best interests of both Members and prospective employees, therafore, that ca
be taken to make sure that they are ideologically compatible. The Leahy amendment, in sum, is utterly wrong to question the
viewpoint questioning of prospective employees. We therefore strongly urge that it be tabled.

Argument 2:

We have not given this amendment more than cursory attention nor do we intend to. It does not belong on this bill. The Senate
is now in the fourth day of debate on a bill that the House passed in 40 minutes. During these four days, not one amér#ment has
offered on the substance of S. 2. If we accept amendments on different topics, passage of this bill will be slowed. Delays are
unacceptable. Therefore, we urge the tabling of this amendment.

Those opposinghe motion to table contended:

It recently came to our attention that the House Republican Study Committee has a job bank for which applicants are required
to fill out a detailed questionnaire on their political views. The stated purpose in asking these questions is to aeBigt in pla
job-seekers in ideologically compatible offices. This questionnaire smacks of McCarthyism. No private sector employer would be
able to get away with asking prospective employees their views on abortion, AIDS, school prayer, or similar topics. Wiewo not k
if this ideological litmus test is legal under Federal laws or congressional rules, but we do know that it is wrong. Théndamage
can be done to public comity by the type of witch hunts conducted during the McCarthy era is extreme. We do not want to return
to the era of loyalty oaths. Americans who want to serve their country by working in a congressional office should bertiregl acc
to their commitment to service, not to their views. Republicans and Democrats alike should hire the best people, rethaidless of
politics. This amendment embodies that principle, and hence merits our support.



